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[So F. No. 20475. In Bank. Jan. 24, 1961.] 
RICHFIELD OIL CORPORATION (a (JQrporation), Peti-
tioner, V. PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA et a1., Respondents. 
[11 Gas - Regulation. - Evidence that nlight be relevant to the 
question whether an oil and gas producer dedicated its gas 
reserves above its own rcquirements to public use so as to be 
. subject to regulation by the Public Utilities Commission had 
no bearing on the Suprcme Court's conclusion that the pro-
ducer's service to a public utility service corporation through 
its pipeline was a nonpublic utility service where it did not 
dedicate its gas reserves by agreement to sell gas to such 
corporation in view of the fact that such sale was made to a 
selected customer and like service was denied to others. 
PROCEEDING to review an order of the Public Utilities 
Commission directing a gas producer' to cease and desist from 
constructing a new pipeline to connect with an existing pipe-
line. Order annulled. 
Mervyn W. Phelan, Ball, Hunt & Hart, Joseph A. Ball and 
Clark Heggeness for Petitioner. 
William M. Bennett, Chief Counsel, Roderick B. Cassidy, 
Assistant Chief Counsel, Mary Moran Pajalich, Senior Counsel, 
Reginald L. Vaughan, Joseph R. Rensch, Milford Springer, 
William P. Gray and Herman F. Selvin for Respondents. 
Charles A. Rummel and William L. Knecht as Amici Curiae 
on behalf of Respondents. 
[1] See Oal.Jur.2d, Gas Companies, § 5; Am.Jur., Gas and Oil, 
§ 140 et seq. 
KeK. Dig. Reference: [1J Gas, § 1. 
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TRAYNOR, J.-In this proceeding Richfield Oil Corpora-
tion attacks an order of the Public Utilities Commission di-
recting it to cease ahd desist from constructing a pipeline to 
connect with its Mandalay pipeline, the operation of which 
we considered in Richfield Oil Corp. V. P1lblic Util. Com., 
54 Cal.~d 419 l6 Cal.Rptr. ii48, 354 P.2d 4], cert. den., 
Southern Counties Gas CO. Y. Pulilic Utilities Com., 364 U.S. 
900 [81 S.Ct. 233, 5 L.E<l.2d 193]. 
In the first Richfield case we annulled orders of the com-
mission that determined that Richfield was a p~blic utility 
gas corporation and directed it to eease and desist from de-
livering gas to Edison's Mandalay steam-electric generating 
plant through a 20-inch pipeline from Richfield's Cuyama 
Valley and San Joaquin Valley oil and gas fields. We held that 
the commission had attempted to regulate and prohibit Rich-
field's nonpublic utility activities and that Richfield's service 
to Ediso. was such a non public utility activity. 
While that case was pending in this conrt, Richfield started , 
construction of the pipeline involved in this case. It is a 6-inch 
pipeline 8 miles long from Richfield's Rincon Island field to 
its Mandalay line, and Richfield proposed to use it to substi-
tute Rincon gas pro tanto for valley gas in its ser,ice to Edison. 
On the complaint of Southern Counties Gas Company, the 
commissioo ordered Richfield to cease and desist from con-
structing the new Rincon pipeline. It found that both the 
Mandalay line and the new Rincon line were gas plants (Pub. 
UtiI. Code, § 221), that the Rincon line was an extension of 
the Mandalay line, and that Riehfield was required to secure a 
certificate of public convenience and necessity to construct 
the Rincon line (Pub. Util. Code, § 1001). 
The commission's determination that Riehfield is subject 
to its jurisdiction in this case is based on essentially the same 
facts it relied on in making its prior orders. Some additional 
evidence was introduced by Riehfipld, however, in an attempt 
to overcome any inference of dediNltion that might be drawll 
from the e,·idence in the prior record. It consisted of evidence 
of Richfield's disposition of its gas after its contract with 
Pacific Lighting terminated; its sale of the wells from whirh 
it had sold gas to Pacific Gas and Eleetric Company; its sale 
of gas to a gas utility to supply gas to its company town in 
Cuyama Valley; the sale of gas from a field in which Richfield 
has an interest by an operating oil t'ompauy to a ga'! utility; 
and testimony of Travers, Ric·hfiel<l's vice-prt'sident, explain-
ing his prior testimony. South('rn Counties and the commission 
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contend that this evidence supports the commission rather 
than Richfield. 
[1] This additional evidence may be relevant to the ques-
tion left open in the first Richfield case, namely, whether Rich-
.field has dedicated its gas reserves for peaking purposes to 
the extent that it had supplied such service in the past, and 
to a question not heretofore raised, whether Richfield has 
dedicated a small fraction of its reserYes to serving its com-
pany town. This evidence has no bearing, however, on our 
conclusion that Richfield's service to Edison through its 
Mandalay line is a non public utility service. Richfield's service 
to Edison is a new service supported by additional recently 
acquired reserves that Richfield has not dedicated to peaking 
services or for service to its company town, and "it did not 
dedicate such reserves by agreeing to sell gas to Edison, for 
that sale was made to a selected cu,;;tomer and like service was 
denied to others." (Richfield Oil Corp. v. PllbUc Util. Com., 
54 Ca1.2d 419, 439 [6 Cal.Rptr. 548, 354 P.2d 4].) Accord-
ingly, our decision in the first Richfield case is controlling here. 
The order is annulled. 
Gibson, C. J., Schauer, J., McComb, J., Peters, J., White, J., 
and Dooling, J., concurred. 
